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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 -23 are pending in this Office Action. 

Applicant's arguments filed 11/1/2004 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Applicant argued that Bodamer does not explicitly teach "generating a 
recommendation based on the code portion for restructuring the corresponding SQL 
statement". However, Bodamer teaches the appropriate module 21 0 generating the 
request performs a substitution to converts the SQL statement from select *from 
allusers@FDS to select from (select join A, B)@FDS, which is then passed to the FDS 
database. The above information indicates that the system restructures the selected 
SQL statement by converting existing SQL statement to a new SQL statement (col. 17, 
lines 45-55). 

For the above reason, examiner believed that rejection of the last office action 
was proper. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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3. Claims 1, 2, 5-13, 16-18, 20, 22, 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Helgeson et al (or hereinafter "Helgeson") (US 6643652) in view of 
Bodamer et al (or hereinafter "Bodamer") (US 6236997). 

As to claim 1, Helgeson teaches the claimed limitations: 

"receiving a code portion" as upon receiving a request to create an in-memory 
representation of an object through the restore() method, the BDK retrieves the SQL 
selection statement for that class object (col. 24, lines 45-50); 

"attempting to retrieve a corresponding structured query language (SQL) 
statement that corresponds with the code portion" as upon receiving a request to create 
an in-memory representation of an object through the restoreQ method, the BDK 
retrieves the SQL selection statement for that class object (col. 24, lines 45-50); 

Helgeson does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "generating a 
recommendation based on the code portion for restructuring the corresponding SQL 
statement". However, Bodamer teaches the appropriate module 210 generating the 
request performs a substitution to converts the SQL statement from select *from 
allusers@FDS to select from (select join A, B)@FDS, which is then passed to the FDS 
database. The above information indicates that the system restructures the selected 
SQL statement by converting existing SQL statement to a new SQL statement (col. 17, 
lines 45-55). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to apply Bodamer's teaching of the appropriate module 210 
generating the request performs a substitution to converts the SQL statement from 
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select *from allusers@FDS to select from (select join A, B)@FDS, which is then passed 
to the FDS database to Helgeson's system in order to allow a user to designate the 
selected query following user's desires, to allow a user to create, manipulate, and query 
a database and to allow a user to alter the queries submitted to dynamically modify or 
enter SQL statements and quickly see results. 

As to claims 2, 13 and 20, Helgeson and Bodamer disclose the claimed limitation 
subject matter in claims 1,12 and 18, Bodamer further teaches the claimed limitation 
"wherein the recommendation comprises one of a recommended SQL statement and a 
textual spoken language recommendation" as (col. 17, lines 45-55) 

As to claims 5, 16 and 22, Helgeson and Bodamer disclose the claimed limitation 
subject matter in claim 1, Bodamer further teaches the claimed limitation "prior to 
retrieving the corresponding SQL statement, determining whether the code portion can 
be modified to be processed more efficiently by substituting the corresponding SQL 
statement with the recommended SQL statement". Bodamer teaches the appropriate 
module 210 generating the request performs a substitution to convert the SQL 
statement from select * from allusers@FDS to select * from (select *Join A, B)@FDS, 
which is then passed to the FDS database. The above information indicates the system 
determines the appropriate module 210 can be modified to be processed more 
efficiently by substituting the SQL statement from select *from allusers@FDS to select * 
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from (select *Join A, B)@FDS, which is then passed to the FDS database. 
It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to apply Bodamer's teaching of the appropriate module 210 
generating the request performs a substitution to converts the SQL statement from 
select *from allusers@FDS to select from (select join A, B)@FDS, which is then passed 
to the FDS database to Helgeson's system in order to allow a user to designate the 
selected query following user's desires, to allow a user to create, manipulate, and query 
a database and to allow a user to alter the queries submitted to dynamically modify or 
enter SQL statements and quickly see results. 

As to claim 6, Helgeson and Bodamer disclose the claimed limitation subject 
matter in claim 1 , Bodamer further teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the 
recommended SQL statement performs at least one function performed by the code 
portion" as (col. 18, lines 20-65). 

As to claims 5, 16 and 22, Helgeson and Bodamer disclose the claimed limitation 
subject matter in claim 1 , Bodamer further teaches the claimed limitation "prior to 
generating the recommended SQL statement, retrieving a database type for providing a 
proper syntax for the recommended SQL statement" as (col. 18, lines 20-60; col. 17, 
lines 45-55). 
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As to claims 8, 17, and 23, Helgeson teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the 
code portion is configured to retrieve independent fields from a database" as (col. 14, 
lines 15-25). 

As to claim 9, Helgeson teaches the claimed limitation "wherein the code portion 
is in Java" as (col. 28, lines 20-25). 

As to claim 10, Helgeson teaches the claimed limitation "wherein retrieving the 
corresponding SQL statement comprises retrieving the corresponding SQL statement 
from a prior execution of the code portion" as (col. 24, lines 45-50). 

As to claim 1 1 , Helgeson teaches the claimed limitation "retrieving the 
corresponding SQL statement from a repository of predefined SQL statements" as (col. 
24, lines 45-50). 

As to claim 12, Helgeson teaches the claimed limitations: 

"receiving a code portion" as upon receiving a request to create an in-memory 

representation of an object through the restore() method, the BDK retrieves the SQL 

selection statement for that class object (col. 24, lines 45-50); 

"attempting to retrieve a corresponding structured query language (SQL) 

statement that corresponds with the code portion" as upon receiving a request to create 
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an in-memory representation of an object through the restore() method, the BDK 
retrieves the SQL selection statement for that class object (col. 24, lines 45-50); 

Helgeson does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "and generating a 
recommendation based on the code portion for restructuring the corresponding SQL 
statement" "generating a recommendation based on the code portion for restructuring 
the corresponding SQL statement". Bodamer teaches the appropriate module 210 
generating the request performs a substitution to converts the SQL statement from 
select *from allusers@FDS to select from (select join A, B)@FDS, which is then passed 
to the FDS database. The above information indicates that the system restructures the 
selected SQL statement by converting existing SQL statement to a new SQL statement 
(col. 17, lines 45-55). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to apply Bodamer's teaching of the appropriate module 210 
generating the request performs a substitution to converts the SQL statement from 
select *from allusers@FDS to select from (select join A, B)@FDS, which is then passed 
to the FDS database to Heigeson's system in order to allow a user to designate the 
selected query following user's desires, to allow a user to create, manipulate, and query 
a database and to allow a user to alter the queries submitted to dynamically modify or 
enter SQL statements and quickly see results. 

As to claim 18, Helgeson teaches the claimed limitations: 



Application/Control Number: 10/092,987 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2162 

"a memory containing a programming assistance program for an integrated 
development environment"; as (col. 4, lines 40-50; col. 5, lines 55-65); 

"and a processor which, when executing the programming assistance program, 
performs an operation comprising: receiving a code portion" as upon receiving a request 
to create an in-memory representation of an object through the restore() method, the 
BDK retrieves the SQL selection statement for that class object (col. 24, lines 45-50); 

"attempting to retrieve a corresponding structured query language (SQL) 
statement that corresponds with the code portion" as upon receiving a request to create 
an in-memory representation of an object through the restore() method, the BDK 
retrieves the SQL selection statement for that class object (col. 24, lines 45-50). 

Bodamer does not explicitly teach the claimed limitation "and generating a 
recommendation based on the code portion for restructuring the corresponding SQL 
statement". However, Bodamer teaches the appropriate module 210 generating the 
request performs a substitution to converts the SQL statement from select *from 
allusers@FDS to select from (select join A, B)@FDS, which is then passed to the FDS 
database. The above information indicates that the system restructures the selected 
SQL statement by converting existing SQL statement to a new SQL statement (col. 17, 
lines 45-55). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
invention was made to apply Bodamer's teaching of the appropriate module 21 0 
generating the request performs a substitution to converts the SQL statement from 
select *from allusers@FDS to select from (select join A, B)@FDS, which is then passed 
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to the FDS database to Helgeson's system in order to allow a user to designate the 
selected query following user's desires, to allow a user to create, manipulate, and query 
a database and to allow a user to alter the queries submitted to dynamically modify or 
enter SQL statements and quickly see results. 

4. Claims 3, 4,14, 15 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Helgeson et al (or hereinafter "Helgeson") (US 6643652) in view of 
Bodamer and further in view of Brown et al (or hereinafter "Brown") (US 2003/0093408). 

As to claims 3 and 14, Helgeson and Bodamer disclose the claimed limitation 
subject matter in claims 1 and 12, except the claimed limitation "displaying the 
recommendation". Brown teaches displaying SQL statements to allow a user select 
them (page 13, col. Left, lines 10-20; col. Right, lines 18-25). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Brown's teaching of displaying SQL statements to 
allow a user select them to Helgeson and Bodamer's system in order to allow a user 
can see the structure of a SQL statement to deciding further selection. 

As to claims 4, 15 and 21, Helgeson and Bodamer disclose the claimed limitation 
subject matter in claims 1 and 12, except the claimed limitation "displaying the 
corresponding SQL statement and the recommended SQL statement". ". Brown 
teaches displaying SQL statements to allow a user select them (page 13, col. Left, lines 
10-20; col. Right, lines 18-25). 
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It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Brown's teaching of displaying SQL statements to 
allow a user select them to Helgeson and Bodamer's system in order to allow a user 
can see the structure of a SQL statement to deciding further selection. 

As to claim 19, Helgeson and Bodamer disclose the claimed limitation subject 
matter in claim 1, except the claimed limitation "a display device and wherein the 
operation further comprises displaying the recommendation on the display device". 
Brown teaches displaying SQL statements to allow a user select them (page 13, col. 
Left, lines 10-20; col. Right, lines 18-25). 

It would have been obvious to a person of an ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to apply Brown's teaching of displaying SQL statements to 
allow a user select them to Helgeson and Bodamer's system in order to allow a user 
can see the structure of a SQL statement to deciding further selection. 

Conclusion 

5. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
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extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 



6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Cam Y T Truong whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
4042. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Firday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Breene can be reached on (571 ) 272-4107. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Cam-Y Truong , ^ — . — 

Patent Examiner / [A Air 
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